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The exercise of personal jurisdiction over a defendant under the due process minimum 
contacts requirements may constitute either general jurisdiction, pertaining to the particular 
defendant regardless of the cause of action, or specific jurisdiction, pertaining to causes of 
action arising from or related to a defendant's contacts with the forum state. 


Under the minimum contacts test for the exercise of personal jurisdiction within the limitations 
of the Due Process Clause of the United States Constitution, personal jurisdiction may be either 


general or specific.” A general jurisdiction inquiry is different from a specific jurisdiction inquiry 
and involves a more demanding due process, minimum contacts analysis, with a substantially 


higher threshold.’ General jurisdiction refers to the power of a state to adjudicate any cause of 


action involving a particular defendant regardless of where the cause of action arose.’ General 
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jurisdiction exists when a defendant's affiliations with the forum state are so continuous and 


systematic as to render the defendant essentially at home in the forum state.” If the defendant's 
contacts with the forum state are sufficiently continuous and systematic, the forum may exercise 
general personal jurisdiction even with respect to causes of action which do not arise out of or 


relate to such contacts.° 


Specific jurisdiction—or case-linked jurisdiction’ —depends on an affiliation between the forum 
state and the underlying controversy, principally activity or an occurrence that takes place in the 
forum state and is confined to the adjudication of issues deriving from, or connected with, the very 


controversy that establishes jurisdiction.® It refers to jurisdiction over causes of action arising from 


or related to a defendant's actions within the forum state.’ If the defendant's contacts are neither 
substantial nor continuous and systematic, but the cause of action arises out of or is related to the 
defendant's contact with the forum, a court may assert specific jurisdiction over the defendant, 


depending on the quality and nature of the contact. ° 


The defendant's purposeful submission to the jurisdiction of the forum state through contact with 
and activity directed at a sovereign may justify specific jurisdiction in a suit arising out of or related 


to the defendant's contacts with the forum. 1! The question is whether a defendant has followed a 
course of conduct directed at the society or economy existing within the jurisdiction of a given 
sovereign so that the sovereign has the power to subject the defendant to judgment concerning 


that conduct. !7 


Ties with the forum state serving to bolster the exercise of specific jurisdiction do not warrant a 


determination that, based on those ties, the forum has general jurisdiction over a defendant. '° 


CUMULATIVE SUPPLEMENT 
Cases: 


For specific personal jurisdiction over a nonresident defendant, the plaintiff's claims must arise 
out of or relate to the defendant's contacts with the forum State, or put just a bit differently, there 
must be an affiliation between the forum State and the underlying controversy, principally, an 
activity or an occurrence that takes place in the forum State and that is therefore subject to the 
State's regulation. Ford Motor Company v. Montana Eighth Judicial District Court, 141 S. Ct. 
1017 (2021). 
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Two types of personal jurisdiction are recognized: general, sometimes called all-purpose, 
jurisdiction, and specific, sometimes called case-linked, jurisdiction. Bristol-Myers Squibb Co. v. 
Superior Court of California, San Francisco County, 137 S. Ct. 1773 (2017). 


A court with general jurisdiction may hear any claim against the defendant, even if all the incidents 
underlying the claim occurred in a different state. Bristol-Myers Squibb Co. v. Superior Court of 
California, San Francisco County, 137 S. Ct. 1773 (2017). 


Only a limited set of affiliations with a forum will render a defendant amenable to general 
jurisdiction in a state. Bristol-Myers Squibb Co. v. Superior Court of California, San Francisco 
County, 137 S. Ct. 1773 (2017). 


In order for a state court to exercise specific jurisdiction, the suit must arise out of or relate to the 
defendant's contacts with the forum. Bristol-Myers Squibb Co. v. Superior Court of California, 
San Francisco County, 137 S. Ct. 1773 (2017). 


For a state court to exercise specific jurisdiction, there must be an affiliation between the forum 
and the underlying controversy, principally, an activity or an occurrence that takes place in the 
forum state and is therefore subject to the state's regulation. Bristol-Myers Squibb Co. v. Superior 
Court of California, San Francisco County, 137 S. Ct. 1773 (2017). 


Specific jurisdiction is confined to adjudication of issues deriving from, or connected with, the very 
controversy that establishes jurisdiction. Bristol-Myers Squibb Co. v. Superior Court of California, 
San Francisco County, 137 S. Ct. 1773 (2017). 


Where there is not an affiliation between the forum and the underlying controversy, specific 
jurisdiction is lacking regardless of the extent of a defendant's unconnected activities in the state. 
Bristol-Myers Squibb Co. v. Superior Court of California, San Francisco County, 137 S. Ct. 1773 
(2017). 


For specific jurisdiction, a defendant's general connections with the forum are not enough. Bristol- 
Myers Squibb Co. v. Superior Court of California, San Francisco County, 137 S. Ct. 1773 (2017). 


Two types of personal jurisdiction are recognized: general, sometimes called all-purpose, 
jurisdiction, and specific, sometimes called case-linked, jurisdiction. Bristol-Myers Squibb Co. v. 
Superior Court of California, San Francisco County, 137 S. Ct. 1773 (2017). 


General jurisdiction to adjudicate has in United States practice never been based on the plaintiff's 


relationship to the forum; when a defendant's act outside the forum causes injury in the forum, by 
contrast, a plaintiff's residence in the forum may strengthen the case for the exercise of specific 
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jurisdiction. U.S.C.A. Const.Amend. 14. Goodyear Dunlop Tires Operations, S.A. v. Brown, 564 
U.S. 915, 131 S. Ct. 2846, 180 L. Ed. 2d 796 (2011). 


General personal jurisdiction for a corporate defendant exists when the minimum contacts 
requirement has been satisfied by the nonresident defendant's continuous and substantial business 
activity within the forum. Levy v. Gold Medal Products Co., 2020 IL App (1st) 192264, 441 Il. 
Dec. 106, 156 N.E.3d 106 (App. Ct. Ist Dist. 2020). 


State Attorney General that issued civil investigative demand did not establish general personal 
jurisdiction over fossil fuel company, where company was incorporated and headquartered out of 
state, and total of company's activities in state did not approach volume required for assertion of 
general jurisdiction. Exxon Mobil Corporation v. Attorney General, 479 Mass. 312, 94 N.E.3d 
786 (2018). 


[END OF SUPPLEMENT] 
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